# Can the Chinese revolution be called a proletarian revolution?

* the French revolution had a few different phases led by different factions that were then overthrown
is this to say that trotskyism being made of fractal objections to itself is literally just another facet of it being a partially formed Bolshevism that hasn't fully discarded Liberalism.

* at the same time how can Hoxha know that his objections to China are legitimate and not just more false potentially-fractal objections?
[edit:] well.... after reading through the text the analysis of the component parts of china seems pretty solid actually. Hoxha has better objections than somebody like Trotsky because he actually more or less understands the general phenomenon of ideological factions


* yeah.... i think i do not like the original historical materialism. it talks about classes really weirdly even though the classes clearly exist and it clearly demonstrates the simple point that they got there for a reason which is not mystical or "exciting" unless you love studying social dynamics

* "capitalism turns everybody into the proletariat ... when we abolish capitalism everyone is in the same class"
no, in capitalism there are a lot of little distinctions like the freed slaves initially ending up almost as tenant peasants for a bit while other people were ordinary proletarians, and the people today who don't get to work and don't get to "sell their labor" within the exclusive pool of employed people taken from 2000 candidates for every job opening that is definitely not "everyone"
it's only when I listen to this generally-great channel try to explain the basics of Marxism that I realize mainstream Marxism-Leninism is genuinely becoming kind of outdated and it's not just me.
it's concerning because if mainstream Marxism-Leninism really is outdated, then what's actually correct? I can sit here attempting to research and hash out new theories I have little actual confidence in the accuracy of, people like Hoxha can each toss out another separate unique hypothesis, but I don't think we actually know yet


* hoxha cautions us against center nationalism and how "independence" is easily a desire of the bourgeoisie to stop partway
this really gives us insight into things like the "technofeudalism" conspiracy theory crowd or Stallman Libertarians - it's entirely possible to be against capitalism but at the same time be for preserving the role of some very small variety of class society Property structure you still like.   [*rms]
the partial revolutionaries of the French revolution wanted to keep business territories and overthrow local states, while the Stallman Libertarians want to keep much tinier territories of proprietorship but they technically want to overthrow capitalism-proper. looking at the whole known history of classes up to now we can easily see why this is not a solution and would eventually in some sense end us up back where we started


* it's claimed the early Chinese revolution was really a partly-formed Bolshevism that was too individualist.
not unlike how early Trotskyism appears to be a partly-formed Bolshevism hanging onto parts of Liberalism

* hoxha suggests there were various kinds of anti-Stalinists twisting the instructions of the comintern and trying to argue the comintern was giving bad instructions, for one to liquidate the communist party. it can't be determined this was the same thing as Trotskyism or the Trotskyites in the comintern had much influence in this but it doesn't even matter. Trotskyism, Liberalism, or another anti-Stalinism, they all cause similar problems

* in its own historical accounts, the early CPC's mess of ideological factions made for an extremely unreliable narrator(s)

* 'why did china not simply expropriate the bourgeoisie??'
honestly, a very good question

* china plans a slow gradual transition working with the elements that are there rather than trying to force them to change "too early" but it doesn't really make sense

* claim: china thought there had to be a party for each class until the class was naturally gone, or something like that
  * Mao, ON THE PEOPLE'S DEMOCRATIC DICTATORSHIP (1949)
  * Mao, ON THE CORRECT HANDLING OF CONTRADICTIONS AMONG THE PEOPLE (1957)

* i think hoxha doesn't like the notion of cooperating separate ideologies integrated into a marxist movement. but honestly, the facts are there that it seems to have caused problems. it's a fair point   [*i]

* hoxha: if there will be a Real marxist china, there has to be a revolution, and if so there will be one because there /is/ no communist party of china in 1970
well. that is at least quite logically coherent based on the events that happened before and also the history of trotskyite insurrection; it's consistent with a spatial historical materialism. it scares me because i have no idea if it's right, and yet it's like, let's wage a potentially bloody struggle of different ideologies over a land area just to test which one is right. but at least it is totally coherent

i suppose i now accept that not every accusation that the CPC is not a genuine marxist party is shadow trotskyism. it can quite legitimately be hoxhaism for one.
but we have a very big problem of sectarian ideologies/"Leninisms" coming into exclusive spatial competition without actually knowing which one is right



I will have to think about this
it's kind of like.... Mao Zedong thought slowly degenerated into Menshevism specifically because it slid into this sort of unconscious determinism, where Menshevism used to say that capitalism going a while longer would naturally spiral up into new philosophical systems and movements to transition out of capitalism being created — Base-to-Superstructure is a process that's somehow automatic rather than people having to consciously steer it the right way by /maneuvering/ parts of the base, and as such will automatically produce the gravediggers of capitalism. it's kind of just the same thing in another form

in a sense, it does mean Dengism is marginally better than Liberalism?
it's like, instead of Liberalism where it's asserted every layer and party should be entitled to be stubbornly separate, it actually imagines them interacting to produce a single society, but simply imagines it wrong in too simple a way which is not actually useful for creating change
this is the difference between Liberalism or Liberal social-democracy and old-style Menshevism — old-style Menshevism really did try to imagine interacting elements and comprehend dialectical/"molecular" processes, it just wasn't good at it
this may ultimately be how Trotsky successfully crossed from Menshevism to Bolshevism. both Menshevism and Trotskyites /almost/ understood interactions



---

[*rms] for background on Stallman Libertarians, see:  [*rms2]

[*i] in "rdv4"/"mdem", there is a concept called Interfactionalism which labels when separate movements stop fighting and begin integrating together their demands and plans. I think Hoxha somewhat hates this concept and feels like it is an impossible thing that can only last for short periods
I don't think I dispute the point, honestly. I think he has correctly laid out that it is more of a revolutionary period thing than a workers' state thing, and China's confused attempt to implement Interfactionalism actually created a broken and nearly unusuable workers' state

[*HPRC] _Can the Chinese revolution be called a proletarian revolution?_ (Hoxha 1979/2022). November 8th Publishing House. <november8ph.ca/can-the-chinese-revolution-be-called-a-proletarian-revolution/>
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